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PER CURI AM

Lionell Elijah Ephraim appeals the district court’s order
denying relief on his 42 U S.C. § 1983 (2000) conplaint. W have
reviewed the record and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirm on the reasoning of the district court. See Ephraim v.

Angel one, No. CA-01-610-2 (E.D. Vva. filed Mar. 1, 2003; entered
Mar. 3, 2003)." W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and |l egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED

Because we have received and reviewed the district court
record on appeal, we deny Ephraims notion for transmttal of the
record as unnecessary.



